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REMARK S 



Claims 1-29 are pending in the present application. 

Claims 1-4 and 6-29 have been rejected as being anticipated under 35 U.S.C, § 1 02(b) by 
U.S. Patent No. 6,574,239 to Dowling el al. ("Dowling'')- 

Claim 5 has been rejected under 35 U.S.C. § 103(a) as being unpatentable over Dowling 
in vi ie vlet e ar 

Claims 1,21,22, and 25 have been amended. 

H is respectfully submitted that no new matter has- been added. 

Reconsideration of the application as amended herein is respectfully requested. 



Applicants' attorneys of record (hereinafter Applicant), Jeffrey Miller (Reg, No. 35,287) 
and Hanbum Cho (Reg. No. 58,993) sincerely appreciate the Examiner's time on April % 2010 
for a phone conversatior disc r& 1 > vi pond c ims over Dowling. 

During the telephonic interview. Applicant and the Examiner discussed the claim limitation, "a 
design verification system" recited in claim 1. To make claim 1 more clearly distinguish from 
Dowling. Applicant proposed amending claim 1 to reeiie that "the design verification system 
performs functional verification of at least two system dements of a losie design ." 
Emphasis added. The Examiner agreed that Dowling does not disclose or teach this feature of 
claim 1. In the following sections of this paper. Applicant submits responses based on the verbal 
agreement reached during the interview regarding •'functional verification of at least two 
system cfen a > gig design C 
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CLAIM REJECTIONS 

le Oi feu Aotmr. n i 1 - i v v. $jG2(bta* bereg 

anticipated by Dowsing. 1 2/02/2009 Office Action, p. 2, 1 2, Applicant respectfully traverses 
this rejection, 

Dowiing' s system is d ected to a method tbi em (e.g., a 

remote unit, mobile worker) to a server with a reduced delay by reducing a time associated with 
retraining. See Dowiing. Abstract, During the telephonic interview on April 7. 2010, the 
Examiner argued that when given the broadest reasonable interpretation, Dowiing does perform 
•functional verification" because the communication authorization process between a remote 
unit and a server (See Figure 6, Dowiing) is understood to perform functional verification. 

In fact, claim 1 recites "a design verification system," and nowhere does Dowiing 
disclose or teach th is aspect of claim i . la order to further c i , rificstiaa" 

aspect of the claimed subject matter, claim 1 has been amended to recite that "the design 
verification system performs functional verification of at least two system elements of a, 

Dowling's system element has this feature of claim I because Dowiing does not perform any 
kind of design verification functions of "a logic design."' 

The examiner must determine what is "analogous prior art" for the purpose of analyzing 
the obviousness of the subject matter at issue." In order to rely on a reference as a basis for 
rejection of an applicant's invention, the reference must either be in the field of applicant's 
endeavor or, if not, then be reasonably pertinent to the particular problem with which the inven- 
ts 
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tor was concerned;' /« re Cta/ter, 977 F.2d 1443, 1446, 24 USPQId 1443, 1445 (Fed. Cir. 
1992). See also /« re Demimki, 796 F.2d 436, 230 USPQ 313 (Fed. Clr, 1986); /« re Clay, 966 
F.2d 656, 659, 23 USPQ2d 1058, 1060-61 (Fed. Or. 1992). MPEP § 2141.01(a). 

Claim I, as amended, recites functional and structural features of "a design verification 
the design verification system performs functional verification of at least two 

system elements t, l£s go - e aren tha >>v 4 so tan 'a alogo 5 

prior art" tor the purpose of examining the claimed subject matter because Dowling's invention 
is directed to a completely different field of endeavor (i.e., telecommunication system) from the 
one of the claimed subject matter (/.e.„ design verification system v< esign) 

For these reasons. Applicant respectfully submits that claim 1 and claims 2-4 and 6-20 
that depend torn claim 1 are not anticipated under 35 U.S.C. § 102(b) by Dowiing. 

Claim 21 recites that "the design verification system m'*fhnn^ %mi*o nal w igc 
of at least two system elements MaJeMc desjgu including the physical system element and a 
virtual system element." Emphasis added. This feature of claim 2 i is not anticipated by 
Dowiing 1 he reasons set forth a c c ubmit that 

claim 21 is not anticipated under 35 U.S.C. § 102(b) by Dowfmg. 

Claim 22 recites that "the design verification system performs functional verification 
She irst system e . - 4 em eiemen > i s S g ^ i > „" E uiasls 

added. This feature of claim 22 is not anticipated by Dowiing for the reasons set forth regarding 

icrefo Saim 22 and claims 23-24 tha der. d 

from claim 22 are not anticipated under 35 U.S.C. § 102(b) by Dowiing. 
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Claln 2 '> : lies tl tt "the design verification system performs fs,s s^crso^al verifi cation 
of the first s> • re el cat aad the second system elemeaf of the logic design ." Emphasis 
added. This feature of claim 25 is not anticipated by Dowsing for the reasons set forth regarding 
claim 1, therefore Applicants respectfully submit that claim 25 and claims 26-29 that depend 
from claim 25 are not anticipated under 35 U.S.C. § 102(b) by Dowsing. 

Rejections antler 35 L'S.C. S J 03 fa) 
The Office Action has rejected claim 5 under 35 U.S.C. § 1 03(a) as being unpatentable 
over Dow ling. 12/02/09 Final Office Action, p. 8, 1 3. Applicants respectfully traverse this 
rejection. 

in rejecting claim 5, the Examiner stated that: 

Dowling does not explicitly teach that the standard coupling 
interface comprises an Open Core Protocol, Official notice is 
taken that it would have been obvious for one of ordinary skill in 
the art at the time of the invention to implement open core protocol 
in Bowling's interface. 

05/17/09 Office Action, p. 8, % 3. 

Whether or not one of ordinary skill in the art is motivated to implement Open Core 

Protocol in Dowiing's invention, claim 5 is not rendered obvious by Dowsing because claim I, 

from which claim 5 depends, is allowable over Dowling for the reasons discussed above. 

T me* ok <m- s-mt- s <-afu v sub mt t m, -in -.mm -> e v m ^ i; t' m«e; 

Dowling, 

CONCLUSION 

In view of" the foregoing, it is believed that ail claims now pending (1 } are in proper form. 
(2 } am neither ob\ ,> . s , . t . ip ued by the relied upon art of recere. • ,r. condm-n 
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for allow ice \No ceo Allowance i sames ] s idled at the earlie ^a,? Iftk, 

Examiner believes that a telephone conference would be useful in moving the application 
forward to allowance, the Examiner is encouraged to contact the undersigned at (650) 614-7660. 
If there are an> i d ges \ ^se rge Depos Account No 15-0665. 



Orrick, Herringtaa & Sutcliffe LLP 
4 Park Plaza, Suite 1600 
Irvine, CA 92614-2558 
Telephone: 650 614-7660 
Facsimile: 650 614-7401 
Customer Number: 343 1 3 

GHS Wesi:260623372J 
700693-402:2 



Respectfully submitted, 



Dated; April 26. 2010 



Jeffrey A. Miller 
Reg, No. 35,287 
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